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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature Of The Case 
Steven Brian Harris appeals from the judgment entered upon his guilty 
plea to possession of methamphetamine. He challenges the denial of his motion 
to suppress. 
Statement Of The Facts And Course Of The Proceedings 
The state charged Harris with possession of methamphetamine, 
possession of paraphernalia, and resisting and obstructing an officer. (R., pp. 
33-35.) Harris moved to suppress evidence found as the result of a warrantless 
entry into his hotel room and his subsequent arrest. (R., pp. 41-42.) 
After a hearing on the motion the district court found that a hotel security 
guard called police after overhearing Harris and a woman heatedly arguing in a 
hotel room. (Tr., vol. I, p. 97, Ls. 6-19.) When police arrived the door to the hotel 
room was open. (Tr., vol. I, p. 97, L. 20 - p. 98, L. 3.) On the bed lay a woman 
who was non-responsive. (Tr., vol. I, p. 98, Ls. 4-18.) When an officer entered 
the room to check on her well-being he observed syringes in a cup. (Tr., vol. I, p. 
99, L. 17 - p. 100, L. 5.) Officers had observed Harris moving the cup prior to 
their entry. (Tr., vol. I, p. 101, Ls. 8-11.) They also observed what they believed 
to be controlled substances in the room after their entry. (Tr., vol. I, p. 101, L. 20 
-p. 102, L. 1.) 
The district court concluded that the entry into the hotel room was justified 
by exigent circumstances caused by concerns for the welfare of the 
unresponsive woman, Ms. Heard. (Tr., vol. I, p. 98, L. 19 - p. 99, L. 22.) Once 
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in the room the officers saw the syringes and what they suspected was a 
controlled substance in plain view. (Tr., vol. I, p. 99, L. 17-p. 100, L. 12; p. 101, 
L. 25 - p. 102, L. 1.) Having seen Harris move the cup containing the syringes, 
the officers had probable cause to arrest him for possession of paraphernalia. 
(Tr., vol. I, p. 101, L. 13 - p. 102, L. 5.) 
After the district court denied the suppression motion Harris entered a 
conditional plea to possession of methamphetamine, the state dismissed the 
other charges, and Harris preserved his right to challenge the denial of his 
motion to suppress on appeal. (R., pp. 53-54, 56-59.) Harris timely appealed 
from the entry of judgment. (R., pp. 77, 93.) 
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ISSUES 
Harris states the issue on appeal as: 
1. Did the district court err in denying Mr. Harris' motion to 
suppress? 
(Appellant's brief, p. 4.) 
The state rephrases the issues as: 
1. Has Harris failed to show that the district court erred when it concluded 
that the entry into the hotel room was justified by exigent circumstances? 
2. Has Harris failed to show that the district court erred when it concluded 




The Entry Into The Hotel Room Was Justified By Exigent Circumstances 
A Introduction 
The district court held that the warrantless entry into the hotel room was 
justified by exigent circumstances caused by concerns for the welfare of the 
unresponsive woman in a hotel room with a man she had just minutes before 
been loudly arguing with. (Tr., vol. I, p. 98, L. 19 - p. 99, L. 22.) Harris contends 
this holding contains factual and legal error. (Appellant's brief, pp. 5-10.) Review 
of Harris' argument in light of the facts, the evidence and the applicable law 
shows no error by the district court. 
B. Standard Of Review 
When the decision on a motion to suppress is challenged, the appellate 
court accepts the trial court's findings of fact that are supported by substantial 
evidence, but freely reviews the application of constitutional principles to those 
facts. State v. Diaz, 144 Idaho 300, 302, 160 P.3d 739, 741 (2007). 
C. Concerns For The Health And Welfare Of The Woman In The Room 
Justified The Officer's Entry Under The Exigent Circumstances Exception 
It is well settled that home entries necessitated by "exigent circumstances" 
do not offend the warrant requirement. Michigan v. Tyler, 436 U.S 499, 509 
(1978); State v. Curl, 125 Idaho 224, 225, 869 P.2d 224, 225 (1993); State v. 
Sailas, 129 Idaho 432, 434, 925 P.2d 1131, 1133 (Ct. App. 1996). "Such 
exigencies" include "assist[ing] persons who are seriously injured or are 
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threatened with imminent injury." Riley v. California, _ U.S. _, _, 134 
S.Ct. 2473, 2494 (2014). "The test for application of this warrant exception is 
whether the facts as known to the [officer] at the time of the entry, together with 
reasonable inferences, would warrant a reasonable belief that an exigency 
justified the intrusion." State v. Bunting, 142 Idaho 908, 912, 136 P.3d 379, 383 
(Ct. App. 2006) (citing State v. Barrett, 138 Idaho 290, 293, 62 P.3d 214, 217 (Ct. 
App. 2003)); accord State v. Araiza, 147 Idaho 371, 374-75, 209 P.3d 668, 671-
72 (Ct. App. 2009); State v. Reynolds, 146 Idaho 466, 470, 197 P.3d 327, 331 
(Ct. App. 2008). 
Officers may "enter a home without a warrant to render emergency 
assistance to an injured occupant or to protect an occupant from imminent 
injury." Brigham City v. Stuart, 547 U.S. 398, 403 (2006). A police officer's 
authority to "enter a dwelling to protect a resident from domestic violence" is 
beyond reasonable question. Georgia v. Randolph, 547 U.S. 103, 118 (2006). 
The district court concluded that the facts known to the officers, including 
reasonable inferences from those facts, supported a reasonable belief that the 
woman in that hotel room needed assistance or protection. Specifically, the 
officers had evidence of an ongoing and rather lengthy period of arguing between 
the two occupants of the room, followed by complete silence and the woman 
laying on the bed "unresponsive." (Tr., vol. I, p. 97, L. 8 - p. 98, L. 13.) Officers 
did not know her condition, but her lack of response "could have been different 
things, head injury, intoxication, perhaps some other kind of injury." (Tr., vol. I, p. 
98, Ls. 13-18.) Ultimately, "a nonresponsive person on a bed shortly after a 
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report of an argument is ... a compelling need to enter the room." (Tr., vol. I, p. 
98, L. 19 - p. 99, L. 4.) The district court correctly applied the law to the facts. It 
did not err in finding that the entry into the hotel room was justified by exigent 
circumstances. 
Harris argues that the district court's finding that Heard was 
'"unresponsive"' is not "supported by substantial evidence and erroneous" 
because the evidence was that she "mumbled and was semi-responsive." 
(Appellant's brief, p. 7.) Her "groggy responses," Harris argues, "dispelled any 
concern that she was gravely injured." (Appellant's brief, p. 9.) Harris' argument 
is an exercise in semantics, and fails to show error. 
When the police approached the hotel room Heard was "passed out on 
the bed" while Harris walked around in the room. (Tr., vol. I, p. 16, Ls. 9-11; p. 
18, Ls. 7-8; p. 59, Ls. 9-12.) Despite a conversation between Harris and officers 
feet away, Heard did not move or respond. (Tr., vol. I, p. 18, L. 20 - p. 19, L. 4; 
p. 19, L. 22-p. 20, L. 1; p. 40, Ls. 16-18; p. 47, L. 14- p. 48, L. 8.) After officers 
asked Harris to wake Heard he told her to get up because the police were there, 
and she became "semi-responsive" but remained "extremely groggy." (Tr., vol. I, 
p. 49, Ls. 3-16; p. 56, Ls. 7-18.) Her only responses to Harris' multiple attempts 
to wake her were "slight movement and some mumbling." (Tr., vol. I, p. 55, L. 25 
- p. 56, L. 3; p. 60, Ls. 6-16.) Sergeant Thompson then entered the hotel room 
out of general concern for her well being. (Tr., vol. I, p. 56, L. 19 - p. 57, L. 2.) 
He believed that becoming "so groggy that she couldn't be woken up" in the 
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approximately five minutes it took for police to respond to the call regarding a 
loud argument was "odd behavior." (Tr., vol. I, p. 69, Ls. 17-22.) 
The evidence thus established that Heard was unresponsive when officers 
first arrived and continued to be unresponsive when officers held a conversation 
with Harris only feet from where she lay on the bed. Her only responses to 
Harris' multiple direct efforts to wake her were slight movement and some 
mumbling. Harris' argument that slight movement and some mumbling in 
response to multiple attempts at waking her "dispelled any concern she was 
gravely injured" is unpersuasive, and shows neither factual nor legal error by the 
district court. 
The evidence established that the officers had an objectively reasonable 
belief that Heard was in need of emergency assistance or protection. The district 
court correctly concluded that exigent circumstances justified the entry into the 
hotel room. 1 
II. 
Harris' Arrest Was Supported By Probable Cause 
A. Introduction 
The district court found that there was probable cause to arrest Harris 
based on the fact officers saw a cup with syringes in it, saw Harris move the cup, 
and also saw suspected controlled substances in the room. (Tr., vol. I, p. 101, L. 
1 The state also notes that Harris has made no effort to establish what evidence 
he believes would be subject to suppression because of the entry even if it were 
illegal. The methamphetamine on his person was found incident to his arrest, 
and his arrest was justified based on evidence independent of any gathered as a 
result of the hotel room entry. 
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6 - p. 102, L. 5.) Harris asserts that officers lacked probable cause to believe 
that the syringes were paraphernalia or that he possessed them "with intent to 
use." (Appellant's brief, pp. 10-12.) Harris' argument that officers lacked 
probable cause to arrest him for paraphernalia they saw in his possession is 
without merit. 
B. Standard Of Review 
'"[D]eterminations of reasonable suspicion and probable cause should be 
reviewed de novo on appeal."' State v. Munoz, 149 Idaho 121, 127, 233 P.3d 52, 
58 (2010) (quoting Ornelas v. United States, 517 U.S. 690, 699 (1996) (brackets 
original)). "[l]n conducting that review the appellate court 'should take care both 
to review findings of historical fact only for clear error and to give due weight to 
inferences drawn from those facts by resident judges and local law enforcement 
officers."' kL The power to assess the credibility of witnesses, resolve factual 
conflicts, weigh evidence, and draw factual inferences is vested in the trial court. 
State v. Valdez-Molina, 127 Idaho 102, 106, 897 P.2d 993, 997 (1995); State v. 
Fleenor, 133 Idaho 552, 555, 989 P.2d 784, 787 (Ct. App. 1999). The appellate 
court also gives deference to any implicit findings of the trial court supported by 
substantial evidence. State v. Brauch, 133 Idaho 215, 218, 984 P.2d 703, 706 
(1999). 
C. Harris' Arrest For Possession Of Paraphernalia Was Supported By 
Probable Cause 
The Fourth Amendment prohibits unreasonable searches and seizures. 
"A warrantless search is presumptively unreasonable unless it falls within certain 
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special and well-delineated exceptions to the warrant requirement." State v. 
Kerley, 134 Idaho 870, 873, 11 P.3d 489, 492 (Ct. App. 2000) (citing Coolidge v. 
New Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443, 454-55 (1971); State v. Ferreira, 133 Idaho 474, 
479, 988 P.2d 700, 705 (Ct. App. 1999)). A search incident to lawful arrest is a 
well-established exception to the warrant requirement and, as such, does not 
violate the Fourth Amendment. Chimel v. California, 395 U.S. 752, 762-63 
(1969); Kerley, 134 Idaho at 874, 11 P.3d at 493. "For an arrest to be considered 
lawful, it must be based on probable cause" to believe the arrestee has 
committed a crime. State v. Bishop, 146 Idaho 804, 816, 203 P.3d 1203, 1215 
(2009) (citations omitted). "Probable cause exists when the facts and 
circumstances known to the officer warrant a prudent man in believing that the 
offense has been or is being committed." kl (citations, quotations, and brackets 
omitted). 
Officers saw Harris, in his hotel room, physically move a convenience 
store cup with two syringes in it. (Tr., vol. I, p. 16, L. 12 - p. 17, L. 24; p. 20, L. 
12 - p. 21, L. 1 O; p. 46, Ls. 13-22; p. 51, Ls. 3-15; p. 61, Ls. 3-1 O; Exhibit D.) 
The district court concluded this evidence, plus evidence of the presence of 
controlled substances observed after entry, established probable cause. (Tr., 
vol. I, p. 101, L. 22 - p. 102, L. 5.) The evidence was sufficient to "warrant a 
prudent man in believing" Harris was guilty of possession of paraphernalia, and 
therefore the district court correctly concluded that Harris was constitutionally 
arrested. 
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Harris first argues that it was not reasonable to conclude that the syringes 
were paraphernalia as opposed to medical supplies. (Appellant's brief, p. 11.) 
His counsel claims the officer "testified" that finding two syringes in a soda cup 
soaking in a red liquid was "consistent with what a person would use for medical 
purposes or to inject drops." (Id.) The only citation to the record in support of the 
claim such testimony exists is to Exhibit D, a photo of the cup. (Id.) Counsel's 
claim of such testimony is false. Deputy Byars (who was the hotel security 
guard) testified that in his training and experience syringes used for medical 
purposes would not be stored in an unknown liquid in a soda cup. (Tr., vol. I, p. 
17, Ls. 3-24.) Sergeant Thompson testified only that "[t]hose type of needles, 
while could be used for medical, such as insulin for diabetics, are commonly in 
my experience and training used by people that use injectable drugs." (Tr., vol. I, 
p. 51, Ls. 12-15.) The argument that there was insufficient basis to believe the 
syringes were paraphernalia, as opposed to medical supplies, is baseless. 
Harris next argues there was insufficient evidence to support probable 
cause by claiming a lack of evidence of his intent to use the syringes. 
(Appellant's brief, pp. 11-12.) This argument overlooks significant evidence, 
including that he was actually handling the cup and that there were two syringes 
in it, one for each occupant of the room. Moreover, although the evidence 
(including her condition, needle marks on her arm, and the presence of a 
suspected controlled substance with her) suggested Heard had already used a 
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controlled substance, such was not exclusive of Harris' use of the syringes to 
ingest controlled substances or assist in Heard's drug use.2 
The evidence known to the officers included that Harris directly controlled 
a cup containing two syringes almost certainly already used for or intended to be 
used for injection of controlled substances. Such provided probable cause to 
arrest him, which in turn led to the discovery of methamphetamine on his person 
incident to arrest. Harris has failed to show any error in the district court's 
decision denying Harris' motion to suppress. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the judgment of the 
district court. 
DATED this 22nd day of April, 2015 
2 The statute says nothing about personal use. I.C. § 37-2734A(1 ). Harris was 
also guilty if he at any time possessed the syringes with intent to facilitate 
Heard's use of them to ingest a controlled substance. 
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